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- DRANIUM POWER—-SENATE RESOLUTION 148

Mr, President, at this time I quote
from a report which has just been com-
pleted, pursuant to Senate Resolution
143, by the Minerals, Materials, and Fuels
Economic Subcommittee, of which I am

- chairman, of the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

The report was submitted to the Sen-
ate on July 9, 1954, by order of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

The report contained 12 recommenda-
tions. The eighth recommendation is as
follows:

8.-We recommend that goals for produc-
tion of uranium for fuel be made adequate
to meet both military and civilian require-
ments. ’ &

Mr. President, that is a positive recdﬁlﬁ-
mendation. We need not depend ofi the
Belgian Congo or on any othef area
across a major ocean, from whjc¢h it will
be impossible to secure such, upplies in
time of war. )

I read further from our fecommenda-
tion No. 8: ‘

Hemisphere self-sufficiéncy in wuranium
for fuels can be attainéd. A liberal long-
range market price myst be maintained as
long as Governmenj‘/ control is necessary
for security. A tremendous civilian poten-
tial use of uranium is assured based on
nuclear power for’industry.

A GREAT INDUSTRY IN THE OFFING

Mr. Presi@e’nt, I believe that one of
the greatest’ industries in America will
come from‘the splitting of the atom. I
believe that the civiliin use of the re-
sulting commerical power will far sur-
pass, in terms of the quantity or amount
of material used, the use of such mater-
ial for war preparation or even in war.

THIS NATION SELF-SUFFICIENT IN URANIUM

‘Mr. President, just assume for a mo-
ment that we had a civilian industry
that was using the amount of this fuel
annually that would be necessary to pre-
pare for war. .

In that event the material would no
longer be on the critical list.

In my considered opinion there is no
question, since uranium has now been
found in seven of our States, that we
are assured an adequate domestic supply.
Originally, uranium was known to exist
in Utah and Colorado. In 1944, there
was published on industrial report prq,—"
pared by the junior Senator from Ne-
vada, on 11 Western States. In con-
nection with the report, we reportéd on
the unranium area in Colorado and
Utah; -we devoted several page§f of the
report to a discussion of the supply of
uranium in those two States. /

Now uranium has been found in seven
of our States, and it willfzbe found in
many more States. The question is
simply that of keeping it profitable to
find uranium.

I foresee a time when we shall have
in the United States, Canada, Mexico,
and adjacent countries, more uranium
fuel than we could possibly use; and the
same applies to every one of the 77 criti-
cal and strategic materials and min-
erals. on the list with reference to the
Western Hemisphere. _

Mr. President, I wish to close by say=-
ing that I believe that the step the
Atomic Energy Commission has recom-

mended, and that our Joint Committee

on Atomic Energy is furthering, is a-

forward step, I am depending ,updn
the committee, in which I have every
confidence for the accuracy*and com-
pleteness of the materi?, mitted with
the bill, I will VOtSr fol its passage.

THE DROUGHT SITUATION IN TEXAS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, wil¥*the Senator from North Da-
kota yi€ld to me at this time, with the
undefstanding that in doing so he will
not“lose the floor?

/- Mr. LANGER. Yes, I yield, if I may

btain unanimous consent to do so with
that understanding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, Texas farm crops are burning up
as a result of the combination of too
much sun and not enough rain., In
many parts of the State, the tempera-
ture has risen above 100 degrees for 10
or more consecutive days. Some areas
have not had adequate rainfall within
the last several years.

Corn is about gone in large areas of
central and east Texas.

Pastures are rapidly passing the point
of no return. .

Milk production in the dry areas is
declining.

Beef cattle producers in some sections
are faced with the threat of having to
sacrifice their foundation hérds—which
certainly would represer}b«’ﬂagrant €eco-
nomic waste. i

The small-grain harvest, almost com-
pleted in central Texas, resulted in yields
far below normal. *

Mr. President;the brutal truth is that
the drought has never been broken in
some parts of Texas, Conditions are
worse today in these areas than they
were last year or 2 years ago.

Today is the cutoff date for the na-
tional .drought-relief protein-feed pro-
gram; under which farmers and cattle-
men have been receiving some assistance,
The need for extending this program, or
for devising a special aid program, for

‘the stricken areas is great and imme-

diate. .

Mr, President, I have today sent mes-
sages to the President of the United
States and to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to urge that this need be met with=
out delay. These farmers and cattle-
men, struggling against heavy odds to
stay in the all-important business of pro-
ducing food and fibers, deserve to receive
a helping hand in their time of need.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REcorRD my letters on this very impor-
tant subject, addressed by me to the
President of the United States and to
the Secretary of Agriculture.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcokD,
as follows: £

JuLy 15, 1954,
o
The White House, 4
’ ) Washington, D. C. /"
My DeAR MR. PrESIDENT: I regret to report
that in some sections of Texab drought con-

The PRESIDENT,

“there objection?

B ‘ i . ~
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ditions are the worst they have ever been.
‘Pastures have dried up and small-grain har-
vest has resulted in yields far below normal.
Dairy production in the affected areas—coms-
prising especially some 25 counties in central
Texas, but not confined to them—is rapidly
declining., Beef-cattle producers are faced
with the threat of having to sacrifice their
foundation herds.

The national drought-relief protein-feed
program, under which farmers and cattle-
men have been receiving some assistance, ex-
pires as of this date. I respectfully urge the
necessity either of extending this program
or of devising a special program of assistance
for the stricken areas.

Won't you please ask for an early report
on this and see if a decision can be reached.

Sincerely,
LyNpoN B. JOHNSON.
JuLy 15, 1954.
The Honorable EzrA TAFT BENSON,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C.

My DEaR MR. SECRETARY: As your Depart-
ment has been informed by the Governor of
Texas and the State agriculture commis-
sioner, important areas of Texas are suffering
severely from the continuing drought. Dairy
production in the affected areas is declining
rapidly. Beef cattle producers are faced with
the threat of having to sacrifice their founda-
tion herds.

Expiration as of this date of the national
drgught relief protein feed program leaves
the drought-stricken areas without hope of
assistance. I urge upon you in the strongest
terms the wisdom and necessity either of ex-
tending the program or of devising a special
program of assistance.

‘Won’t you please ask for an early report on
this and see if a decision can be reached.
You will have my fullest cooperation toward
that end.

Sincerely, .
LyYyNDON B. JOHNSON.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota for his courtesy and
graciousness.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, it is
always a pleasure to yield to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Texas.

AID TO SOCIAL-SECURITY BENEFI-

. CIARIES COMPELLED TO SEEK
ASSISTANCE UNDER STATE WEL-
FARE PROGRAMS

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Dakota yield to me?

Mr. LANGER. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Louisiana, provided
that I may obtain unanimous consent to
do so without losing my right to the
floor. - .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Chair correctly understand that the Sen-
ator from ,North Dakota is requesting
unanimous consent to yield approxi-
mately 10 minutes to the Senator from
Louisjana, provided that in yielding for
thatpurpose, he will not lose the floor?

Mr. LANGER. Yes.
+"The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
Without objection, it
is so ordered. .

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and Senators SMATHERS, Ma-~
LoNE, and KucHEL, I have submitted an
amendment to benefit those persons
whose social security protection is so
inadequate that they are compelled to
seek public assistan[ce under State wel-
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fare programs. Briefly stated, the pur-
pose of my amendment is to provide that
those aged persons, as well as the blind
and totally disabled, who are receiving
public welfare assistance, will not have
their assistance payments reduced by
virtue of the modest. increases in social
security payments, resulting from the
administration’s social security bill.

To illustrate the problem,let me de-
scribe the situation in the State of
Louisiana. There the majority of per-
sons insured by social security have been
receiving the minimum amount provided
by law for old-age and survivors insur-
ance payments.

Let us assume that a needy retiredi‘
person 65 years old was receiving the

$10 minimum social security payment
for years prior to September 1950. Dur-
ing the years 1948 through 1950, that

same person was in need of public as--
sistance, although his income from social:
security made his need $10 less than’
that of a needy person who had no in-

come whatever.

The public assistance portion of the:
social security legislation required that:
any public welfare plan should take
into consideration all income of a citizen,

from whatever source derived.
For this reason, a needy aged person
with $10 income from old age insurance

would have had his $50 old age assistance:
payment reduced by $10. The only dif-:

ference between his income and that of a
person who had no social security insur=
ance was that he received his income in
two checks, while the other needy person
received his $50 in one check.

From the point of view of a man who
had made payments to the sccial-secu-
rity fund, this was a cruel paradox. He
was exactly as well off as he would have
been if he had not contributed to the
fund at all.

In 1950, Congress increased the mini-
mum social-security payment for the

aged and blind to $20. When the Loui- -

siana Department of Welfare found that
the income of a retired worker had been
increased by $10 from social-security
sources, the department of public wel-
fare immediately reduced the man’s pub-
lic assistance check from $40 to $30.

Again, the aged person who had con-
tributed to the social-security fund
found himself in no better position than
the needy person who had not contrib-
uted at all.

The same result occurred in 1952,
when the minimum benefit was raised
from $20 to $25. Thus, we find that
while the average recipient has had his
old-age-insurance - pdyments doubled,
the less fortunate of these recipients
have had no improvement in their situa-
tion. This is an odd situation—where
the PFederal Government has under-
taken to increase payments to those cov-
ered by social security, with the resu
that those who have benefited the least
have been those who needed the assist=
ance most.

I am not unmmdful of the fact that
in 1952 Congress increased the match-
ing for public assistance, in the effqrt to
raise old-age assistance to $565 with Fed-
eral matching. Nevertheless, the basic
injustice remains, and a needy person

N
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who has contributed to social security
receives no reward under existing legis~
lation. He will not receive any mean-
ingful recognition of his contribution to
the social-security fund, under the ad=
ministration’s proposal as it presently
stands.

It is for that reason that I have been
joined by one of my Democratic col-
leagues and two Republicans in a bi-
partisan effort to eliminate the defect of
the law which would prevent needy
persons from being benefited as a re-
sult of the proposed $6 average increase
in social-security payments.

If we are going to increase social-
security benefits, why take the portion
of benefits which would aid the needy
and use it to reduce the burdens of ex-
penses of State governments? If that
is the purpose, it would be just as well to
increase the matching formula for aid
to State welfare plans. I have pending

before the committee an amendment to-

increase Federal matching by $10 on the
average pension. Thus far, I have re-
ceived little support for that amend-
ment, and I have virtually no hope of
securing favorable action on it at this
session.

I am confident that Secretary Hobby
and Assistant Secretary Rockefeller
have every desire to make the admin-
istration’s social-security bill a model
of farsighted and sympathetic under-
standing of the needs of citizens.

There is no doubt in my mind that ~
this situation is an oversight by those

conscientious persons, who have had
only 2 years’ responsibility for public
welfare legislation. I say this without
partisan feeling. Democrats, too, have

made their share of mistakes in grop-"

ing for the answer to our public welfare
and social-security problems. In fact,
8 Democratic administration twice made
the very same error.

The philosophy of my amendment is
evidenced elsewhere in the administra-
tion’s social-security bill. For example,
the standards and conditions under
which a ‘person can draw old-age as-
sistance payments and continue to work
have been liberalized considerably. It
will, in fact, be possible for an individual
to earn as much as $1,880 a year with-
out losing even 1 month’s benefits.

Surely those who have recommended
such liberal provisions for the relatively
more fortunate would not want to in-
sist upon Scrooge-like penury in deal-
ing with the needy. I feel certain that
the adoption of the amendment pro-
posed by me and the three other Sena-
tors would be an important improve-
ment jn the administration’s bill. It
be an accomplishment in which
parties could take considerable

ACTIVITIES OF SENATE SMALL
BUSINESS COMMITTEE IN CON-
NECTION WITH ATOMIC ENERGY
QUESTIONS
During Mr. LANGER’S speech,

Mr. THYE. Mr. President—-
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will

the Senator from North Dakota yield
to me?

July 15

Mr. LANGER. 1 yield first to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], with
the understanding that I shall not lose
the floor.

Mr. THYE. I thank the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota for yielding
to me. I wish to lay before the Senate

. a report concerning the activities of the

Small Business Committee in connection
with the atomic energy question.

As chairman of the Senate Small Busi-
ness Committee, I have been concerned
within the past month with eight tele-
grams and letters I have received from
certain rural electric cooperatives on
the subject of amendments to the Atomic
Energy Act. These amendments are
currently under discussion on the Senate
floor in the form of S. 3690.

The communications I have received
have been concerned primarily with
those provisicns in the present bill which
deal with the compulsory license provi-
sions as contained in section 152 of S.
3690. It is the contention of the co-ops
that the bill does not contain sufficiently
stringent provisions which will prevent
private utilities from gaining a monop-
oly in the all-important field of develop-
ment of nuclear power.

I want to make clear that both as an
individual Senator and as chairman of
the Senate Small Business Committee, I
will continue to fight against any form of
monopoly which would serve to weaken
our free enterprise economy. I also feel
compelled to add that as one who has
spent his entire life fighting for a healthy
and strong agricultural economy in this
country, I am fully aware of the future
potential which the production of nu-
clear power holds for the rural areas of
the Nation.

During the past few weeks I have
personally studied carefully all the in-
formation I have been able to reecive on
the subject of atomic energy. The staff
of the Small Business Committee has
also been working on this matter for
the past 3 or 4 weeks. I have kept in
constant touch wtih the staff to keep
abreast of their activities. I have read
the proposed bill, and I have gone over
the report of the joint committee on
atomic energy which was issued on July
12, 1954.

In considering whether the Small
Business Committee should hold hear=-
ings on the amendments to the atomic
energy bill, it had to be determined that
such hearings would be in the best in-
terests of all parties concerned.

In the course of our study, we found
that section 15 (b) of the atomic energy
bill and section 201 of S. 3690 contamed
the following language:

All bills, resolutions, and other matters in
the Senate or the House of Representatives
relating primarily to the Commission or to
the development, use, or control of atomic
energy shall be referred to the joint com-
mittee.

That immediately raised the question
of the jurisdiction of our committee. A .
study of this point reveals that it was
the clear thinking of both Houses of
Congress that the subject of atomic en-
ergy was of such great importance to
the American people that it demanded
the appointment of a joint congressional
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committee which would devote all of its
time and energies to this subject. There
has been no dispute as to the soundness
of that decision. The Senate has nine
members on the joint committee chosen
from both political parties. The non-
partisan character of the work of the
joint committee has impressed me on
many occasions. The work of the com-
mittee and its staff has always been of

- the highest caliber and has earned the
deep respect not only of the Congress
but of the American people.

When I read the law quoted above, I
immediately instructed the staff of our
committee to contact the staff of the
joint committee in an effort to accom-
plish the following:

First. To determine if all parties in-
terested in the amendments to the atomic
energy bill had been given an oppor-
tunity to appear before the committee
to present their views.

. Second. To relate to the joint com-
©  mittee the nature of the complaints we
had received.

Third. To determine if the same sub-
jects had been discussed in hearings held
by the joint committee.

Fourth. To determine whether care-
ful study had been given to these com-
plaints.

The staff of our committee has re-
ported to me as follows in line with my
instructions: -

First. The parties who have written
to this committee were represented be-
fore the joint committee and testified
on S. 3690.

Second. The Small Business Commit-
tee staff did relate to the joint commit-
tee the nature of the complaints we had
received.

.Third. These same complaints were
registered with the joint committee.

Fourth. A most careful study was
given to these complaints by the joint
committee. )

In line with point 4 above, I eall your
attention to the fact that the subject of
compulsory licensing was one of the
most controversial subjects taken up by
the joint committee. That is evidenced
by the minority reports presented in the
Jjoint committee report, No. 1699. One
minority report took the position that
there should be no compulsory licensing
provisions contained in the hill. Com-
pulsory licensing was attacked as being
unconstitutional, unnecessary, danger-
ous, and in conflict with current patent
laws and procedures.

The other minority report stated that
ine bill did not go far.enough in pro-
viding for compulsory licensing and that
the bill placed too many requirements
for obtaining such a license.

It is interesting to note that no Sen-
ator of either party wrote a minority
report on any subject contained in the
bill. In other words, the nine most ca-
pable Senators whom we have desig-
nated to represent the Senate of the
United States on the joint committee
are recommending that we adopt the
provisions as written in S. 3690. That
does not mean that we are obligated in
any way to accept these provisions. The
floor debate on this bill has already
demonstrated that there are certainly

No. 132——12
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many questions which must be explored
and debated on the Senate floor. How-
ever, the fact that compulsory licensing
was a major topic of discussion within
the joint committee, the fatt that both
extremes on this subject are ably set
forth in the report, and the fact that
none of the Members of the Senate on
the joint committee filed a minority re-
port must weigh heavily when you con-
sider whether or not another committee

of the Senate should open public hear-_

ings on the same subject matter.

The reason I am making this explana-
tion, as chairman of the Committee on
Small Business, is that some Members of
the Senate have expressed the hope that
the Small Business Committee would
hold hearings on this question. I am
stating why at the present time I, as
chairman, do not believe it to be advisa-
ble for the Small Business Committee to
proceed with hearings. I feel that the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has
gone into the question very fully and very
thoroughly.

Should another committee of the Sen-

‘ate hold hearings on these provisions, it

is logical to assume that the same parties
would appear and the same arguments
would be advanced. The gquestion of
needless duplication of effort immedi-
ately comes to mind.

It would appear that the joint com-
mittee in reporting out S. 3690 took into
consideration all of the arguments pro-
posed and have come to us with a care-
fully thought out compromise.

I also feel impelled to add that the
staff of the Senate Small Business Com~
mittee has also contacted the REA con-
cerning this matter. We have been as-
sured that REA, under the direction of
Ancher Nelsen, has already taken meas-
ures that will insure that the agency will
be kept abreast of all developments in
the nuclear power field and will be in a
position to work with the Atomic Energy
Commission in those matters which will
be of future benefit to the rural electric
cooperatives of this Nation.

Returning to the subject of compulsory
licensing, it must also be realized that
there are many businessmen represented
by our committee in the Senate who are
opposed to such a provision. We have
a situation where the same arguments

_at both extremes of this subject would

present themselves just as they did be-
fore the joint committee.

I strongly believe that the field of
nuclear power development must bhe
closely watched by all Members of the
Senate, and every effort must be made
by the Congress, by the Department of
Justice, by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, and by the Federal Trade Commis-
sion that the small-business concerns
and the rural electric cooperatives and
other parties in interest are not frozen
out by anyone who has monopolistic de-
signs on this development.

In line with that thinking, I can
assure you that as long as I am chair-
man of the Small Business Committee
and as long as I am a Member of the
United States Senate, I will do all that
is in my power to insure to future gen-
erations the fullest development of
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atomic energy for peacetime use, free
from the encroachments of monopoly.
I have, therefore, instructed the staff of
the Senate Small Business Committee
to make the subject of atomic energy
a continuous,part of the work of this
committee, We have been assured the
fullest cooperation from the joint com-
mittee, the Atomic Energy Commission,
the REA, the Justice Department, and
the Federal Trade Commission.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota for yielding to me
at this time, because I have released my
statement to the press, and I was eager
to make it on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. LANGER. The distinguished
Senator from Minnesota has made an
excellent report on the present situa-
tion, particularly as it refers to small
business.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from North Dakota yield to
me? .

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota. has been extremely generous with
his time. He has.yielded to Members
on both sides of the aisle. He has shown
great courtesy to Members of the Sen-
ate. Certainly I have no desire to object
to the request of the Senator from
Tennessee, if his request is to make a
speech for a limited period of time, per-
haps 5 or 10 minutes, However, it
should be noted that it is contrary to
the rules of the Senate, as I am sure
the Senator knows, for a Senator to yield
to another Senator who must leave the
Chamber except for an insertion in the
RECORD or a brief statement. Of course,
we have not applied the rule strictly in
that regard, and I do not wish to object
or ask for a strict application of the
rule at this time. I think, however, that
in fairness to every Senator, unless the
request is for a limited period of time,
it should not be made. The distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota has
a speech which he would like to com=-
plete. I hope there will be some under-
standing as to the amount of time the
Senator from Tennessee desires.

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from
Tennessee will be the last Senator to
whom I shall yield today until I have
finished my speech. Of course, I am
willing to yield to him if no objection is
made. I understand that he has re-
leased his statement to the press.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have no desire to
prevent the Senator from Tennessee
speaking at this time, but I should like
to have some understanding with regard
to the amount of time he desires.

Mr. KEFAUVER. 1 have not spoken
on the pending business at all, and the
Senator from North Dakota had prom-
ised to yield to me hefore he yielded to
several other Senators, and I have stood
by while the Senator from North Dakota
has yielded to the other Senators before
yielding to me, which of course was
agreeable to me. My speech will not be
a long one, but I cannot say just how
long it will take, because I do not know
what colloquy might be involved.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Can the Senator
make an estimate? Will it take 10 min-
ites or 15 minutes or 20 minutes? I
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should like to have some understanding
on that point. If the speech is to take
more than that length of time it would
seem to me that the orderly procedure
would be to let the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota complete his address
first. It is eontrary to the rule of the
Senate to surrender, in effect, a preroga-
tive of the Chair to a Senator. I do not
believe that normally that is a good par-
liamentary practice.

I am sure if the Senator from Tennes-
see would set some limit on the length of
time he desires, and if before he com-
pleted his speech he required more time,
there would be no desire to object if he
needed an additional 5 minutes, perhaps.
I hope we can maintain the orderly pro-
cedures of the Senate.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand, the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee has released his state-
ment to the press. Therefore I yield the
floor. .

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY
ACT OF 1946

The Senate resumed the considera=
tion of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended,
and for other purposes.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from North Dakota
very much for his thoughtfulness and
generosity. The Senator has been very
generous by yielding without any limi-

tation to other Senators, I believe to five -

Senators on the other side of the aisle
and to three Senators on this side of the
aisle. I shall not take long with my re-
marks, but I do appreciate the Senator’s
thoughtfulness.

I feel confident that none of the 82
Congresses that have preceded this one
was ever called upon to consider and
enact a more important piece of legisla-

" tion than the atomic energy bill now
before us.

I am equally confident that no legisla-
tion, even remotely comparable to this
in its importance, was ever taken up in
such an atmosphere of haste.

There seems to be a determination
somewhere—I do not know where or in
whiose bosom—to get this bill through
the Congress before we know all there
is to know about it.

I appreciate the desire of many pér-
sons to wind up the legislative business
as rapidly as possible and go home. But

I am sure the country feels that this .

matter is much too important to be de-
cided in a last minute burst of legislative
energy.

As time is measured, atomic energy is
2 new human problem, But it is a prob-
lem so vital, so enormous in its conse-
quences, that a flaw in our handling of
it could well mean the end of human
existence.

Atomic energy is a force about which
we must be able to formulate a basic
philosophy. Unfortunately, because of
its highly technical nature, only a rela-
tive handful of people can appreciate the
magnitude of the problem before us.

Mr. President, we cannot approach
this problem as if it were a resolution
proclaiming National Honeysuckle Week,
or an amendment to the tax bill. We
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are dealing here with the basic stuff of
the universe. _

We are trying to answer a fundamen-
tal question of philosophy by formlat-
ing rules of administration for a Gov-
ernment agency.

I believe that if we persist in this ap-
proach, we shall find ourselves, within
a very few years, in a Gordian knot of
cultural, scientific, and legal difficulties.

In discussing this measure, I intend
to confine myself to but one of its many
aspects: The Atomic Energy Commission
and its relations with plain, everyday,
conventional, steam- generated electric-
ity.

I am sure that certain of my colleagues
will, as others have already done, shed
a great deal of light on other phases of
this vital measure before us.

Mr. President, I do not believe one has
to be an expert in nuclear physics to
see that the proposed Dixon-Yates con-

tract is a bald perversion of authority"

Congress intended the Atomic Energy
Commission to have.

I do not mean to infer that the Con-
gress in any way mistrusted the Atomic
Energy Commission. The record will
show it is a most favored agency. For
the 1955 fiscal year, for instance, we ap-
propriated more than $1 billion to carry
on the work of the Commission. Later
Congresses will most probably do like-
wise.

The fact is that Congress intended the
Commission to do certain things under
the authority granted it. And there
were certain things that the Congress did
not intend it to do.

Under section 12 (b) of the Atomic
Energy Act, as amended, Congress gave
the Commission” authority to enter into
long-term contracts to purchase power
for use in AEC installations.

I think we would all agree that the
Commission needs such authority to in-
sure the proper functioning of its various
plants and operations.

But I do not believe that even by the
most tortured logic can we twist and
subvert the authority granted therein to
cover the contractual monstrosity pre-
sented in the Dixon-Yates proposal.

Mr. President, I was very much inter-
ested in the excellent address delivered
by the junior Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. STENNIS] in which he analyzed the
legislative history of section 12 (b),
pointing out that when the Atomic En-
ergy Commission first needed additional
power at its Paducah plant and also at
its Portsmouth, Ohio, plant, it asked
Congress for-authority to enter into con-
tracts to enable it {o obtain power. The
Commission was given general authority
at that time to make contracts for se-
curing power. The legislative history is
that the three places, Oak Ridge, Pa~

- ducah, and Portsmouth, were written

into section 12 (b), which undoubtedly
shows that the leglslatlve intent was to
enable the Commission to enter into
power contracts only at those specific
places. It seems to me that is a log-
ical conclusion. It is one which any
court in the land would follow. When
certain places are named, without a
clause providing that other locations are
not excluded, it is meant to limit the
Atomic Energy Commission {0 contracts

.
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at those specific places. That would be
true even in the absence of legislative
history. Where the legislative history
shows there were 3 specific locations,
the inevitable meaning is that the legis-
lation intended that the Commission
could enter into contracts only for power
which would go directly to those 3 places.

Mr. President, it is. not fair to the
Congress and it is not fair to the agen-
cies involved to twist the legislative in-
tent of Congress as expressed in section
12 (b) of the Atomic Energy Act.

_ As has been pointed out on this floor
time and time again, nothing in the
basic Atomic_Energy Act gives AEC the
remotest authority to purchase electric
power for use of the 400,000 citizens of
Memphis, Tenn., and the people in that
area. .
If the proposal had no other fault—
actually, it is riddled stem to stern with
the most atrocious shortcomings—I
would still be against it.

Let me say that I would be just as
firm in my opposition if the AEC pro-
posed to supply electric-power services
to the people of San Diego, Calif., or
Pleasant Point, Maine.

Mr, President, in 1934—20 long years
ago—the people of Memphis voted 16 to
1 to buy their electric power from the
Tennessee Valley Authority. They pur-
chased their own distribution system
and entered into an agreement to buy
their power wholesale from TVA.

A part of the system was purchased
by the city of Memphis for which bonds
were issued obligating the city of Mem-
phis and its citizens for the payment of,
the bonds A part of the facilities of
the Commonwealth & Southern were
purchased by the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority. The deal was consummated be~
tween the cities, the TVA, and coopera-
tives in the area. In the Congress itself
meetings were held, and finally the ar-
rangements were made and the Congress
of the United States authorized the is-
suance of bonds by the Tennessee Val-'
ley Authority for the purchase of facili-
ties in that area. It was set forth in
the legislation approving the issuance
of those bonds that the area should be
served by the Tennessee Valley Authori-
ty. Since that time it has been so
served. There has been a friendly re-
lationship between it and the private

- power companies operatmg in the adja-

cent areas.

There has been no attempt on the
part of the TVA to spread out into some
other section, and up to this time there
has been no open attempt on the part
of the private power companies to get

.into the TVA territory.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield very hap-
pily to my distinguished colleague from
Alabama, who was a Member of the
House Military Affairs Committee at the
time this arrangement was negotiated
and worked out, and the legislation was
passed.

Mr. SPARKMAN. As a matter of fact,
I would remind my friend from Ten-
nessee that I was the sponsor of that
legislation in the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct.
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